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"All this will I give thee if thou wilt 
fall down and worship me"; "Get 
thee behind me, Satan"; there spoke 
the kingly, compulsory, monarchical 
idea of God, vacating its throne that it 
might assume the higher throne of man's 
free consent. "He that cometh [of 
his own consent] I will in no wise cast 
out"; there spoke the world's first and 
only true democrat, the only true per- 
suader of the will the universe has known. 
If the minister is to exert any of his 
Master's real influence he must today 



realize the democratic limitations of his 
work. But he must also realize that 
under no condition of life has the 
message of Christ had such fundamental 
opportunity as under our rough and 
ready democracy. We can no longer 
"transcendentalize our existing social 
status" and call it religion. We can no 
longer wield a scepter of authority. 
But more than ever we can proclaim 
the equality of all in Christ Jesus, and 
under many hindrances bend the free 
wills of men to fellowship with him. 



ST. 



PAUL'S VIEW OF THE RESUR- 
RECTION BODY 



REV. A. E. WHATHAM 
Trinity Episcopal Church, Louisville, Kentucky 



Discussions of the resurrection have not always been marked by sanity. It has 
been afield in which all forms of crude speculation have held sway. Strictly speaking, 
of course, a belief in some form of bodily resurrection is not confined to Christianity, 
but the Pauline view of such an existence surely is. Any thoughtful discussion of the 
matter is welcome. 



In his work on The Apostles' Creed, 
Professor McGiffert asserts that St. 
Paul gives an "explicit denial that the 
flesh will rise again," since with this 
apostle "the resurrection is a spiritual, 
not a fleshly matter" (p. 166). 

The same writer, in his work The 
Apostolic Age, says: "The resurrection 
of the body, of which Paul speaks at 
some length in the fifteenth chapter of 
First Corinthians, does not mean the 
resurrection of our present fleshly body 
.... it means, on the contrary, the 



resurrection of a spiritual body which is 
not merely the present fleshly body 
purified, but a body of an entirely differ- 
ent nature" (p. 134). 

Preaching in Hereford Cathedral, 
Easter evening, 1915, Canon Streeter 
said, touching St. Paul's description of 
the resurrection in I Cor., chap. 15: 
" He tells us clearly that the body which 
we now have, that the body which is 
laid in the grave, is not that body which 
shall be but something else. Our earthly 
body perishes like the seed corn that is 
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sown, the body of the future is some- 
thing new which God gives." He then 
explained the apostle's phrase, "spirit- 
ual body," as follows: "By spiritual, 
we usually understand the antithesis to 
bodily. It is almost as if he had said 
an unbodily body. At least he must 
mean an immaterial body." 

In their commentary on Corinthians 
(ICC, p. 369), Robertson and Plummer 
say, "It seems clear that St. Paul did 
not believe that in the resurrection we 
shall be raised with a body consisting 
of material particles." 

Other scholars might be quoted who 
give the same view of St. Paul's teach- 
ing on the resurrection, but the scholars 
named will suffice to show that the view 
given is definitely held by eminent 
writers. We shall now, however, quote 
the opinions of equally eminent writers 
who take a different opinion of St. Paul's 
view of the resurrection. Says Pro- 
fessor Milligan, in referring to I Cor. 
15:44: "The words say nothing in 
either case of the material particles of 
the body. They do not describe them 
as being, on this side of the grave, gross, 
sluggish, ponderable, as on the other 
side, refined, quick, imponderable. For 
aught we know, the particles of the body 
in this dim spot of earth may be of the 
same nature as they shall be in the 
bright home of heaven. There is no 
need to imagine that they must differ 
in their essence; they may be only sub- 
ject to a different law" (The Resurrec- 
tion of Our Lord, pp. 19 f.). 

In the "New Schaff-Herzog," we 
read, "The designation of the body as 
pneumatical does not mean that spirit 
forms its substance" ("Resurrection," 
IX, 496J); while the International 



Standard Bible Encyclopaedia, on the 
same word says, " not spiritual in oppo- 
sition to material" ("Resurrection"). 

On St. Paul's analogy of the seed 
sown, McClintock and Strong in their 
Encyclopedia say: "The apostle's figure 
was never intended to teach the precise 
mode of that transformation. The seed 
never really dies, nor any part of it. It is 
the germ atom that possesses vitality, 
and this simply expands and develops" 
("Resurrection"). Thus Archbishop 
Bernard says on this figure; "We have 
an illustration which must not be 
pressed too closely. It does not imply 
that the writer believed that there 
really is, as it were, a seed in the dead 
body out of which the new body will be 
developed" ("Resurrection," HDB, IV, 

2350)- 

Now of course this figure was never 
intended to teach that there is in the 
buried body a physical nucleus, some- 
thing like the germ cell of the seed, which 
will form the link between the body 
buried and the body raised, although 
this is the view of Canon Bonney (Chris- 
tian Doctrines and Modern Thought, 
pp. no, 116). But Dr. Bonney is wrong, 
and consequently Dr. Bernard right, 
as the following fact tends to show. 
The Egyptians had, in a very practical 
manner, used this same figure which 
years later was adopted by St. Paul. In 
the tomb of Ma-her-pa-Ra, the fan 
bearer of Amenhotep II, it was found 
that grains of corn had been sown to 
signify the resurrection of the deceased. 
But the sole reason for which the Egyp- 
tians used this figure was to show that 
the life of a seed sown and destroyed yet 
lived again in the plant sprung from the 
said seed. They did not use it as illus- 
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trating the structure of the risen body, 
but only to show that an incorporated life 
apparently destroyed would yet appear 
again with a bodily, that is, physical, 
structure. That this is as far as they 
intended their analogy to go we see 
definitely in the fact that the Egyptians 
firmly believed in the "resuscitation" 
and "permanent survival" of the iden- 
tical body buried (Breasted, Religion 
and Thought in Ancient Egypt, pp. 57, 
61, 70; Sayce, The Gijford Lectures, 
pp. 167, 170). 

As it was with the Egyptians, so it 
was with St. Paul. He too, as we shall 
soon fully prove, looked for a return of 
the same identical body buried, and his 
figure in question signifies nothing more 
than as used by the Egyptians, viz., that 
the same power that gives a physical 
body to the restored life of the seed can 
also give a physical body to the restored 
life of the deceased, since the one case 
proves the possibility of the other. 

Now it seems to us that the reason 
which has prevented so many scholars 
from seeing St. Paul's figure in its true 
light lies in the expressions "a natural 
(psuchikon) body" and "a spiritual 
(pneumatikon) body," as used by him 
in I Cor. 1 5 : 44. Dr. Bernard character- 
izes these expressions as signifying re- 
spectively a body in which the soul is 
supreme and a body in which the spirit 
is supreme. Now this is true, but when 
he says that, in the first case, we have 
a body that "is adapted to be the organ 
of a personality in which .... the soul 
.... is supreme," while, in the second, 
we have a body "adapted to be the 
organ of a personality in which it is 
.... the spirit which is supreme" 
ibid.), this reconstruction of his words 



being warranted in order to show their 
true sense, he, in our judgment, misrepre- 
sents the significance of these two expres- 
sions as used by St. Paul. The apostle 
is not emphasizing any thought con- 
nected with the structures of the respec- 
tive bodies, that buried and that raised, 
but solely the thought of the ruling 
principle of either, on the one hand, the 
soul, and on the other, the spirit. Thus 
Bishop Ellicott explains this verse 14 as 
signifying that the body "is sown in a 
state in which the soul sustains the prin- 
cipal, and the spirit the subordinate, 
part, but that it is raised in a state where 
these conditions are exactly reversed" 
(The Destiny of the Creature, p. 112). 
So of this word "spirit," Laidlaw, refer- 
ring to what he calls " the classic Pauline 
passages, I Cor. 2: 11-16 and 15:42-47," 
says, "it is used as the antithesis, not to 
sarkic or carnal, as sometimes elsewhere, 
but to psychic or soulish" (The Bible 
Doctrine of Man, p. 93), by which he 
means, "a soulish man," otherwise, the 
unregenerate man. 

From the evidence just produced we 
now see how very much astray are those 
scholars who, like Canon Streeter, ex- 
plain St. Paul's expression, "a spiritual 
body," as this occurs in I Cor. 15 :44, as 
signifying "an immaterial body." 

But there is another reason which has 
led such scholars as Professor McGiffert, 
Canon Streeter, the Bishop of Exeter, 
Dr. Plummer, etc., to take the view of 
St. Paul's teaching of the resurrection 
body which we have shown they hold. 
This is the character of our Lord's risen 
body. Says Canon Simpson, "There 
was no difference here in the views of 
St. Paul and the evangelists" (Illustrated 
Bible Dictionary) ; while Professor Milli- 
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gan says, "Our Lord's Resurrection is 
the type and model of our own" {op. 
cit., p. 18). Mr. Heard, however, denies 
that our Lord's resurrection is the type 
and model of our own, since our Lord 
rose with the same body that was laid 
in the tomb, "i.e., of the same identical 
particles of matter as the body laid in 

the sepulchre There is not any 

identity of particles in our case as in the 
case of the Lord's body" (The Tripartite 
Nature of Man, p. 294). Now upon 
what evidence does Mr. Heard come to 
these two conclusions, that is, (1) the 
character of our Lord's resurrected body, 
and (2) that of our resurrected body? 
With regard to our Lord he accepts the 
view that although our Lord rose with 
the same body which he took into the 
grave it was yet "transfigured and 
spiritualized in some way which at 
present is inconceivable to us." With 
regard to our resurrected body he says, 
"We shall hunger no more, neither thirst 
any more," and " We shall neither marry 
nor be given in marriage." 

In the first place, however, it cannot 
too emphatically be stated that there 
was absolutely no difference whatever 
in either material or character of our 
Lord's resurrected body from what these 
had been before his death. Upon the 
ground that our Lord's resurrected body 
was "in some ways released from pre- 
vious material conditions" (Bernard, 
op. cit., p. 2340), it is the accepted gen- 
eral opinion that our Lord's resurrected 
body was changed from what it had 
previously been, in other words, that it 
was now spiritualized and glorified 
(Milligan, op. cit., p. 14). But our 
Lord's body was in no way more released 
from material conditions after than it 



had been before his resurrection, since, 
leaving out of the question the two 
occasions when he passed through crowds 
unseen (Luke 4:30; John 8:59), though 
there is no actual reason for our leaving 
them out (see Sadler's Commentary), 
we have the occasion of his walking on 
the water, and of his transfiguration 
(Matt. 14:25; 17: if.), two occasions 
when he was undoubtedly released from 
material conditions. But if so released 
prior to his death, there is no fresh evi- 
dence in such release after his death. 
When to this we add the fact that after 
our Lord's resurrection he still retained 
opened wounds in his flesh (John 20: 27), 
wounds which were either in the pro- 
cess of healing or which would always 
remain as they were, either condition 
having no possible connection with a 
glorified body, we see that there is no 
adequate evidence for accepting as a 
fact the assumed change, but, on the 
contrary, much for dismissing it as a 
conclusion opposed to existing evidence. 
We maintain, therefore, that our Lord 
rose from the tomb with exactly the 
same body as that he took into it un- 
changed in any respect whatsoever. 

We now come to the somewhat diffi- 
cult matter of angels. Our Lord said 
that those who shall rise from the dead 
"neither marry, nor are given in mar- 
riage, but are as angels in heaven" 
(Mark 12:24). But what has this to 
do with the character of our resurrec- 
tion? For, as Dr. Plummer rightly 
says on this statement, "Our Lord's 
utterance tells us nothing respecting the 
manner of the resurrection" (Mark 
1 : c, Cam. Bib.) . It has, indeed, nothing 
to do with it, especially when an inquiry 
into the biblical conception of angels 
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shows us that they are not only viewed 
in Scripture as talking, eating, and 
sleeping like ordinary human beings, 
but also as marrying and having chil- 
dren, although this last was looked upon 
as a sin on their part (Gen. 6:1-4; cf. 
Jude 6; II Pet. 2:4; Gen. 18:2-18; 
19:4; Driver, "Genesis," WC, p. 82; 

"Angel," ff £5,1,93)- 

We come finally to Mr. Heard's 
statement as to the children of the resur- 
rection having neither hunger nor thirst, 
which he evidently sees in Rev. 7:16. 
But this passage gives no such assurance 
as Mr. Heard assumes, since it is taken 
from an Old Testament messianic pre- 
diction which speaks of there being 
plenty to eat and to drink for Israel, as 
Yahweh will then provide abundantly for 
them (Isa. 49: 10 f.). We may compare 
with this our Lord's view of the estab- 
lishment of the Kingdom of God on earth 
when he intimated that at that time he 
would once again sup with his disciples 
(Luke 22:18). This last point is con- 
nected with the New Testament con- 
ception of the Parousia, the Second 
Coming, which, as Schwartzkopff cor- 
rectly says, is conceived of "as visible, 
that is, as essentially sensuous" ("The 
Prophecies of Jesus Christ" ; "Parousia," 
HDB). We cannot enter into this sub- 
ject here, as it would require a separate 
thesis for its adequate treatment. 
Suffice it to say that it represents that 
it is upon the present earth renewed 
(II Pet. 3:13), that the Kingdom of God 
will be set up, and that being here set 
up, its inhabitants will possess the same 
bodily form as we now possess, and take 
part in a similar economy to that which 
now exists, except that according to the 
statement of our Lord there will be 
neither marrying nor giving in marriage. 



All such ideas, however, belong to an 
apocalyptic picture which has no founda- 
tion in fact, and therefore will never be 
realized ("Parousia," HDBs). In view 
of this, it undoubtedly seems strange 
that Mr. Heard should hold the idea 
that man's future body will be a spiritual 
body "which is embedded at present in 
the flesh, and inseparable from it, but 
which shall be recalled from the grave 
at the last day" {op. cit., p. 335). We 
say "strange," because he assumes that 
this spiritual body is to have neither 
nutritive nor reproductive organs, and 
the angels of the Bible had both, as we 
have shown, although this fact seems 
to have escaped the mind of Mr. Heard 

(PP- 303, 3°9)- 

We have dealt so far with this 
scholar's views only as our criticism of 
them applies to these views as they are 
more or less held by other scholars. We 
must now leave Mr. Heard, however, 
with a reference to but one more of his 
statements. He evidently accepts Bon- 
net's theory that within our present body 
there is a spiritual organization invisibly 
pervading it, and he then says that this 
view "seems to be the first conception 
on the nature of the spiritual body which 
is at once philosophical and Christian" 
(P- 333)- Dr - Budge, of the British 
Museum, however, seems to think that 
the Egyptians held a view of the resur- 
rection body which appears to us to be 
somewhat similar to Bonnet's view as 
it is adopted by Mr. Heard. 

We begin with Dr. Budge's statement, 
"It is hard to say why the Egyptians 
continued to mummify the dead since 
there is good reason for knowing that 
they did not expect the physical body 
to rise again." Immediately after this 
he attempts an explanation, concluding, 
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"The reason why the Egyptians con- 
tinued to mummify their dead is thus 
apparent; they did not do so believing 
that their physical bodies would rise 
again, but because they wished the 
spiritual body to "sprout" or "germi- 
nate" from them, and, if possible — at 
least it seems so — to be in the form of 
the physical body" (Books on Egypt 
and Chaldaea, I, 170 f.). This spiritual 
body thus germinated from the physical 
body Dr. Budge calls the "sahu." 

Now we believe that we can show that 
Dr. Budge is here absolutely astray as 
to what constituted this "sahu." If, 
however, we cannot do this, then here, 
in what Dr. Budge tells us of the idea of 
the later Egyptians with regard to the 
resurrection, we have an exactly similar 
conception to that which Professor 
McGiffert, Canon Streeter, Canon Bon- 
ney, etc., tell us was the view of St. 
Paul. This is a point of considerable 
importance. According to Sayce, the 
mummy itself is the "sahu," since he 
says, "The mummy or sahu has to be 
carefully distinguished from the Khat 
or natural body. The latter was a 
mere dead shell, seen by the soul, but 
not affording a resting-place for it. 
The mummy, on the other hand, con- 
tained within itself the seeds of growth 
and resurrection. It could be visited 
by the soul and inspired by it for a few 
moments with life, and the Egyptian 
looked forward to a time when it 
would once more be reunited with 
both its heart and its soul, and so rise 
again from the dead" {ibid., p. 67). 

Now we must confess that this expla- 
nation is not very illuminating, and we 
give it only because of the recognized 
position held by the writer. The 
mummy, we are told, is to be carefully 



distinguished from the natural body. 
But the mummy is the natural body 
supposed to be preserved indefinitely by 
the process of mummification. It was 
the natural body swathed in bandages 
and doctored with certain medications 
to preserve it from decay. What then 
is the meaning of the statement that 
the natural body was seen by the soul 
without affording it a resting-place, while 
the mummy could be a temporary 
resting-place until risen from the dead, 
when it would be its final resting-place ? 
The ambiguity of the whole passage is 
self-evident. Equally ambiguous, if not 
absolutely inaccurate, is another great 
scholar, the eminent Egyptologist Mas- 
pero in his statement, "The corpse was 
regarded as merely the larva, to be 
retained in its integrity in order to insure 
survival" (The Struggle of the Nations, 
p. 520). If the corpse was to be retained 
in its integrity in order to insure its 
survival, then it was not in any sense 
a larva, which is merely a temporary 
mask inclosing a future body, which 
elsewhere Maspero says is to be "made 
imperishable" (The Dawn of Civilization, 
p. 180). The mummy wrappings stif- 
fened into the outline of the inclosed 
corpse by the medications represent 
the larva, and not the corpse itself. 
Equally unsatisfactory is the statement 
in the last edition of the Encyclopaedia 
Britannica (nth ed., XVIII, 967), that 
"the mummified corpse as a divine 
thing — not the mere Khat — was called 
sahu (an old word meaning 'noble') 
or ikh, which in the later period 
meant a spirit or demon." The Khat 
was the name of the natural body 
which, consequently, as enswathed in 
the mummy wrappings and medica- 
tions, formed part of the mummy, and 
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so shared in the mummy's title of 
"noble." 

Dr. Budge says definitely that accord- 
ing to the answer given by the Egyptian 
texts "the physical body did not rise 
again" {op. cit., p. 167). But he is 
mistaken, that is, in our judgment, as 
this is based upon the statements of 
Professor Breasted (than whom as an 
Egyptologist there is no greater living 
authority), for the physical body was 
believed to rise again, and its mummifi- 
cation was the actual means of this 
resurrection. Says Mr. Hall, Dr. 
Budge's assistant, "In later times a 
theory was adopted according to which 
after three thousand years the several 
parts of man .... rejoined his sahu, 
or noble and venerable mummy, which 
had been so long in solitary majesty in 
the tomb, and then the whole man rose 
again from the dead" ("The Dead," 
ERE, IV, 4586). But how was this 
rejuvenated but still enswathed body 
to rise? By the loosening and throw- 
ing off of its bandages, and other medi- 
cations which had been used in the 
creation of the mummy (Breasted, op. 
cit., p. 58), which shows that we were 
fully warranted in describing this incas- 
ing material as the "larva" in opposi- 
tion to the corpse which Maspero de- 
scribes as the "larva." 

But Mr. Hall tells us that there was 
another theory in the making of the 
mummy, according to which "the sahu 
was not the actual mummy, but a sort 
of spiritual body which germinated in 
the Khat, or corruptible body, and 
sprang up out of it just as the wheat 
springs up out of the seed." This second 
theory as held by Mr. Hall is, as we saw, 
the sole theory of the mummy as held 



by Dr. Budge. We do not think, how- 
ever, that either Mr. Hall or Dr. Budge 
has any evidence whatever to warrant 
his assumption that the Egyptians held 
any such view of the mummy as this 
second theory indicates. The evidence 
produced by Dr. Budge for his con- 
clusion he finds in two chapters of the 
Book of the Dead, the special passages 
of which he translated as follows: "I 
exist, I exist; Hive, Hive; I germinate, 
I germinate," and "I germinate like the 
plants" (BEC, op. cit.; BD, chaps, cliv, 
lxxxiii, sees. 18, 3, pp. 520, 268). 

Now the conclusions of the first sec- 
tion as given by Budge himself reads, 
"I shall wake up in peace; I shall not 
putrefy; my intestines (?) shall not 
perish; I shall not suffer injury." The 
title of the first chapter as given by 
Budge runs, "The Chapter of Not 
Letting the Body Perish," and as given 
by Dr. Charles H. S. Davis, "A Chapter 
about Not Letting the Corpse Be De- 
composed," and this last scholar renders 
this section as, "I exist, I live, I have 
vigor, I wake in peace. No putrefaction, 
no surprise" (p. 178), from which we see 
that both renderings of the original text 
show definitely that what will wake 
and arise is not a spiritualized body 
germinated from the physical corpse 
mummified, but this physical corpse 
itself revitalized. 

The second passage is rendered by 
Dr. Davis as, "I fly away among those 
of divine essence, I become as Chepera, 
I spring up as a plant, I am mysterious 
as the mystery of the tortoise" (p. 115); 
and in full by Dr. Budge, "I flew into 
being from unformed matter. I came 
into existence like the god Khepera, 
I have germinated like the things which 
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germinate [i.e., the plants], and I have 
dressed myself like the tortoise." De- 
spite the difference between these two 
renderings there is sufficient likeness to 
show that we have here no reference to 
any supposed spiritual body of a de- 
ceased human being assumed to spring 
out of a mummified corpse like a plant 
springs from a buried seed. The entire 
reference is to the fabulous Benu Bird 
or Phoenix, describing how it sprang in- 
to existence as mysteriously as the plants 
grow. By the use of magical texts the 
deceased is supposed to be transformed 
into this fabulous bird, or into some 
other creature, a heron, a swallow, a 
serpent, in fact any creature into which 
the mortuary priest was paid by the 
friends of the deceased to transform him, 
that he might avoid the enemies bent on 
his destruction (Breasted, op. cit., p. 296). 
There is here, consequently, no reference 
to any spiritual body which Dr. Budge 
assumes was expected to germinate from 
the mummified corpse. 

As for Mr. Hall, all the evidence he 
gives for the existence of his second 
theory is the seed corn planted in the 
tomb of the deceased, to which we have 
already referred. As we then said, 
however, all this figure was used for by 
the Egyptians was to show that as the 
life of the dead seed appeared again 
clothed in a physical body, so likewise 
the life of the corpse would again appear 
clothed with the old body rejuvenated, 
since the reappearance of this last was 
no more difficult to assume than the 
reappearance of the former. Says 
Breasted, "It is evident that the Egyp- 
tian never wholly dissociated a person 
from the body as an instrument or 



vehicle of sensation, and they resorted 
to elaborate devices to restore to the 
body its various channels of sensibility" 
(ibid., p. 56). The chief of these de- 
vices was the mummification of the 
corpse of the deceased, a custom which, 
as Professor Flinders Petrie tells us, 
belongs to the theory of "revivification " 
(Religion and Conscience in Ancient 
Egypt, P- 52). We have already quoted 
Breasted as referring to the throwing-off 
of the bandages or mummy wrappings 
that the revived corpse might have 
freedom to move. But the restored de- 
ceased was further bidden to throw off 
the sand from his face and to sit down 
and partake of the things provided, the 
bread, the beer, etc. (op. cit., pp. 86, 132), 
which quite disposes of the idea that 
the deceased, upon his restoration to 
life, had a spiritual in place of a former 
physical body. The story of the resur- 
rection of Osiris, as this is depicted on 
the walls of the temple of Dendera, a 
story reproduced by Budge with illus- 
trations in his Gods of the Egyptians 
(II, 131 f.), should have been sufficient 
to show the impossibility of holding any 
such idea as this spiritual-body theory, 
since Osiris is first shown lying mummi- 
fied upon his bier, and then without the 
mummy wrappings and ithyphallic, a 
characterization disposing of all ideas 
of a spiritual body, since here we see 
functions essentially human. As the 
temple of Dendera represents the latest 
of Egyptian architecture and orna- 
mentation, we may dismiss the whole 
idea that the Egyptians had ever any 
other notion than that the resurrection 
body would be the identical body buried 
and now revived. 



[To be concluded] 



